In this first full-scale study of the period from Ward's Dynamic Sociology to Ogburn's Social Change (1922) the Schwendingers argue that America's sociologists were prime theorists of the modern welfarewarfare state with its many ills-"imperialism, racism, sexism, economic exploitation, and political oppression." The theoretical matrix of sociology was liberalism, whose key assumptions sociologists continue to share: natural law, egoism (selfishness), and "panconflictism" (competition), all premised on a permanent scarcity of resources. In a long introductory section the authors described the transformation of liberalism from a "classical" to a "laissez faire" and finally "corporate" version. American sociologists were heir to two varieties of the latter: one bourgeois, stemming from French Positivism; the second aristocratic, represented by the German "socialists of the chair." So instructed, they fashioned theories with very practical payoffs. Lester Ward led, providing a rationale for imperialism and corporatism. His "sociocrats" were but the "new mandarins"; his doctrine of social control a historically conditioned attempt "to reconstitute liberal hegemony in the face of a radical challenge." Industrial violence in the 1 890s deepened concern over the "neo-Hobbesian" problem of social order. Edward A. Ross, building on Ward, broadened the concept of social control. Albion Small elaborated a "liberal syndicalism" wherein the older liberal view of conflict among atomistic individuals yielded to a vision of "the universal conflict of interests between groups." The "sexism" of sociologists since Comte culminated in the work of W. I. Thomas. Winnowing the last remnants of utopianism from earlier theory, the "urban technographers" of the Chicago school consolidated a new conservatism that ultimately justified elitist and repressive urban policies.
Unfortunately, no brief survey can capture the complexity of this argument nor convey the special exasperation produced in untangling it. In several respects the authors synthesize and expand the arguments of recent radical scholarship. Their view of the progressive era owes a good deal to Gabriel Kolko and James Weinstein, as do the not entirely relevant examples adduced to illustrate the relation of sociology and social fact. Their attack on "value free" social science and their insistence that historians must study intellectual "strate
